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Abstract: The right of hot pursuit is a national territorial jurisdiction derived 
from national sovereignty. It is an expansion and extension of the coastal State’s 
territorial jurisdiction as well as an exception to freedom of the high seas. As a 
main executive measure of the coastal State, the right of hot pursuit has some new 
developments. The United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1982 
(UNCLOS 1982) has developed and expanded the right of hot pursuit, which 
can now start from the superjacent waters of the coastal State’s contiguous zone, 
archipelagic waters, exclusive economic zone and continental shelf. The right of 
hot pursuit is also the coastal State’s main means and form of effective maritime 
law enforcement. The illegal fishing events that happen in the coastal State’s 
territorial waters, contiguous zone, exclusive economic zone, and particularly, 
exclusive fishery zone have caused increasingly frequent exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit. The occurrence of other maritime cases has also resulted in the exercise of 
the right of hot pursuit. International crimes and international criminal cases have 
also involved the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, e.g. global smuggling, drug 
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The right of hot pursuit in international law can be divided into the right of hot 
pursuit on land, at sea and in the air.
The maritime right of hot pursuit in international law on the sea refers to 
the right of hot pursuit of a foreign ship which may be undertaken when the 
competent authorities of the coastal State have good reason to believe that the ship 
has violated the laws and regulations of that State. The right of hot pursuit is a 
national territorial jurisdiction derived from national sovereignty. It is an expansion 
and extension of the coastal State’s territorial jurisdiction as well as an exception 
to freedom of the high seas. The right of hot pursuit is a right in traditional 
international law and constitutes a rule in customary international law. As early as 
in the first half of the 19th Century, the right of hot pursuit has factually occurred 
in the practice of Britain, the United States, and other countries. By 1930 when 
the conference on the codification of international law was held in Hague, it had 
become a practice universally recognized by most countries, in which respect the 
I’m Alone Case (1935) was an example. However, the right of hot pursuit, a rule 
under the customary international law, had not been explicitly defined until the 
Convention on the High Seas was developed at the First Conference on the Law of 
the Sea. Then it became a rule in international law and was generally recognized 
and accepted by the international community. At that time, it was applicable only 
when a foreign ship has violated the laws and regulations of the coastal State in its 
internal waters and territorial sea. The right of hot pursuit in the international law 
of the sea had become a rule in international law, with binding effect on not only 
States Parties to the UNCLOS 1982 but also non-States Parties in the form of a rule 
in customary international law. This right has basically not changed since it was 
lastly compiled at the 1958 Geneva Conference on the Law of the Sea. Along with 
the gradual development of the international law of the sea during the Third United 
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, the marine right of hot pursuit has had 
some new developments in connection with the regions where the right of hot 
pursuit is exercised.
I. The UNCLOS and New Developments of the 
    Right of Hot Pursuit
The right of hot pursuit refers to the coastal State’s right to pursue a foreign 
ship which has violated its laws and regulations, and is sailing from within the 
waters under the jurisdiction of that State to the high seas. The coastal State, when 
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exercising the right of hot pursuit, should abide by the following rules: 1. The hot 
pursuit may be undertaken only by warships or military aircraft, or other ships 
or aircraft clearly marked and identifiable as being on government service and 
officially authorized to that effect. 2. The hot pursuit can start from the internal 
waters, the territorial sea, the contiguous zone or the exclusive economic zone of a 
State. 3. The hot pursuit may only be commenced after a visual or auditory signal to 
stop has been given at a distance which enables it to be seen or heard by the foreign 
ship. 4. The hot pursuit may only be continued into the high seas to complete the 
pursuit and take measures according to law if the pursuit has not been interrupted. 
5. The right of hot pursuit ceases as soon as the ship pursued enters the territorial 
sea of its own State or of a third State.
According to the international law of the sea, in essence and in terms of 
legislative authority, the maritime right of hot pursuit is actually a national 
territorial jurisdiction derived from national sovereignty. It is an expansion and 
extension of the coastal State’s jurisdiction. What the coastal State exercises is 
its national sovereignty, its judicial power and its enforcement power such as hot 
pursuit, visit, inspection, capture, etc., which conform to the domestic law and 
regulation in international law. The rights of the coastal State mainly include: 1. a 
territorial jurisdiction derived from national sovereignty (the exercise of territorial 
sovereignty); 2. Exclusive jurisdiction of the coastal State in its exclusive economic 
zone and on its continental shelf as endowed by the UNCLOS (two sovereign rights 
and three exclusive jurisdictions); 3. Universal jurisdiction endowed to all States 
by the international law (in the high seas); 4. It is an expansion and extension of the 
coastal State’s jurisdiction as well as an exception to freedom of the high seas.
Article 111 of the UNCLOS explicitly stipulates the application conditions of 
the right of hot pursuit:1 
1. The hot pursuit of a foreign ship may be undertaken when the competent 
authorities of the coastal State have good reason to believe that the ship 
has violated the laws and regulations of that State. Such pursuit must be 
commenced when the foreign ship or one of its boats is within the internal 
waters, the archipelagic waters, the territorial sea or the contiguous zone of 
the pursuing State, and may only be continued outside the territorial sea or the 
1       United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (Chinese and English), Beijing: China 
Ocean Press, 1996, p. 52. 
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contiguous zone if the pursuit has not been interrupted. It is not necessary that, 
at the time when the foreign ship within the territorial sea or the contiguous 
zone receives the order to stop, the ship giving the order should likewise be 
within the territorial sea or the contiguous zone. If the foreign ship is within a 
contiguous zone, as defined in article 33, the pursuit may only be undertaken 
if there has been a violation of the rights for the protection of which the zone 
was established.
2. The right of hot pursuit shall apply mutatis mutandis to violations 
in the exclusive economic zone or on the continental shelf, including safety 
zones around continental shelf installations, of the laws and regulations of the 
coastal State applicable in accordance with this Convention to the exclusive 
economic zone or the continental shelf, including such safety zones.
3. The right of hot pursuit ceases as soon as the ship pursued enters the 
territorial sea of its own State or of a third State.
4. Hot pursuit is not deemed to have begun unless the pursuing ship has 
satisfied itself by such practicable means as may be available that the ship 
pursued or one of its boats or other craft working as a team and using the ship 
pursued as a mother ship is within the limits of the territorial sea, or, as the 
case may be, within the contiguous zone or the exclusive economic zone or 
above the continental shelf. The pursuit may only be commenced after a visual 
or auditory signal to stop has been given at a distance which enables it to be 
seen or heard by the foreign ship.
5. The right of hot pursuit may be exercised only by warships or military 
aircraft, or other ships or aircraft clearly marked and identifiable as being on 
government service and authorized to that effect.
6. Where hot pursuit is effected by an aircraft:
(a) the provisions of paragraphs 1 to 4 shall apply mutatis mutandis;
(b) the aircraft giving the order to stop must itself actively pursue the ship 
until a ship or another aircraft of the coastal State, summoned by the aircraft, 
arrives to take over the pursuit, unless the aircraft is itself able to arrest the 
ship. It does not suffice to justify an arrest outside the territorial sea that the 
ship was merely sighted by the aircraft as an offender or suspected offender, 
if it was not both ordered to stop and pursued by the aircraft itself or other 
aircraft or ships which continue the pursuit without interruption.
7. The release of a ship arrested within the jurisdiction of a State and 
escorted to a port of that State for the purposes of an inquiry before the 
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competent authorities may not be claimed solely on the ground that the ship, 
in the course of its voyage, was escorted across a portion of the exclusive 
economic zone or the high seas, if the circumstances rendered this necessary.   
8. Where a ship has been stopped or arrested outside the territorial sea 
in circumstances which do not justify the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, 
it shall be compensated for any loss or damage that may have been thereby 
sustained. 
Prescriptions of Article 111, Paragraph 2 of the UNCLOS reflect the new 
development in the international law of the sea. At the two conferences succe-
ssively held in New York and Geneva respectively within one year, a sentence, i.e. 
“including safety zones around continental shelf installations”, was added after 
the term “continental shelf”. Obviously, the wording of Article 111, Paragraph 2 
clearly indicates that for States to which Article 76, Paragraph 5 of the UNCLOS 
1982 is applicable, they can even exercise the right of hot pursuit from within 350 
nautical miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is 
measured, or within 100 nautical miles from the 2500 meter isobath, which is a 
line connecting the depth of 2,500 meters. Furthermore, as the case may be, when 
sending an order to stop to the illegal ship, the patrol boat of the coastal State 
can exercise hot pursuit outside the limit of 200 nautical miles in the exclusive 
economic zone, and even outside the maximum limit of 350 nautical miles on 
the continental shelf. When put together, Article 111, Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the 
UNCLOS 1982 have made it clear that: “It is not necessary that, at the time when 
the foreign ship within the territorial sea or the contiguous zone receives the order 
to stop, the ship giving the order should likewise be within the territorial sea or the 
contiguous zone.” This also applies to violations in the exclusive economic zone 
and on the continental shelf.
As to whether the hot pursuit of a ship which has entered the exclusive 
economic zone of its own State or of a third State should cease immediately, there 
is no explicit stipulation in the UNCLOS. Based on Article 111, Paragraph 3, as the 
case may be, when the ship pursued has entered the exclusive economic zone of its 
own State or of a third State, the hot pursuit can generally continue on the ground 
that it does not influence the economic rights of the region, and yet it can also cease 
in the event of any effect on international relations. What’s more, where a foreign 
ship in the high seas sends its boat to engage in illegal activities in the territorial sea 
or administrated waters of the coastal State, that State can capture the foreign ship 
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and exercise the right of hot pursuit against it.
The area in which the right of hot pursuit can be exercised, particularly the 
exercise of the marine right of hot pursuit, has developed greatly during and after 
the Third United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea when it comes to the 
practice in various States. It is related to sovereign rights and exclusive jurisdiction 
following the establishment of the continental shelf and the exclusive economic 
zone. The development of science and technology also has and will continue to 
have impact and influence on the right of hot pursuit in practice. All these changes 
adapt to the mode of law enforcement of the coastal State which has new sovereign 
rights and exclusive jurisdiction, as well as the modernization of its infrastructure. 
The role of the right of hot pursuit as a main means of law enforcement of the 
coastal State has increased.
　　
II. Fishing Events and the Right of Hot Pursuit
Illegal fishing events which happen in the coastal State’s territorial sea, 
contiguous zone, exclusive economic zone, and particularly, exclusive fishing 
zone have caused increasingly frequent exercise of the right of hot pursuit. The 
occurrence of other maritime cases has also resulted in the exercise of the right of 
hot pursuit. 
Following the emergence of the Convention on the High Seas under which the 
right of hot pursuit is prescribed, there have been several cases concerning the right 
of hot pursuit in multiple States. Most of these cases are illegal fishing events which 
have occurred in the coastal State’s territorial sea or its adjacent area or contiguous 
zone set up to protect the fishing industry. Due to the establishment of 200 nautical 
miles exclusive economic zone or the 200-nautical-mile expansion of the fishery 
zone towards the high seas, fishing events have doubled just as expected. Some 
cases feature the hot pursuit of ships smuggling taxable goods or narcotics and of 
ships carrying illegal immigrants.2
2     Such smuggling of illegal immigrants occurred frequently between Cuba and the United 
States and between Haiti and the United States in the past. However, smuggling of illegal 
immigrants from Asia to Greek Islands in the eastern Aegean Sea by means of Turkish boats 
had also increased with each passing day. During the armed confrontation between Greek 
Coast Guard ships and Turkish smugglers, the latter forced the illegal immigrants on board 
to jump into the sea so as to escape the pursuit of Greek Coast Guard, resulting in the death 
of many people. Afterwards, Greek Court began to impose severe imprisonment on Turkish 
smugglers for a general term of 10 to 17 years.
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The West and Central African National Conference on Environment should 
also be mentioned. The Conference formulated the Abidjan Convention of 1981, 
and proposed to grant the right of hot pursuit against ships which are spotted 
causing pollution to the waters under the jurisdiction of the participating States.3 
Senegal and Gambia have also held discussions concerning the right of hot pursuit 
in the exclusive economic zone. States in this region have had multilateral talks in 
order to agree on joint supervision within the frameworks of Guinea Bay Regional 
Fisheries Commission and Sub-Regional Fisheries Commission. They have also 
conducted detailed discussions on the exercising condition and situation of the right 
of hot pursuit in the exclusive economic zone.4 In other regions, the Committee 
for Eastern Central Atlantic Fisheries (CECAF) supervises the implementation of 
the UNCLOS 1982 for the management and development of fisheries. The Sub-
Regional Commission on Fisheries under CECAF decides to “establish a regional 
fishing boat registration institution resembling the South Pacific Forum Fisheries 
Agency”. More importantly, the Commission has passed the “Regional Convention 
on Joint Supervision and Operation of the Right of Hot Pursuit”. This regional 
convention also stipulates: “The State Party, in whose territorial waters the ship 
pursued seeks shelter, is obliged to capture the ship and transfer it to the patrol boat 
which is undertaking the hot pursuit.”5 
There have been increasing cases concerning the right of hot pursuit caused 
by fishery events, e.g. The Lamut and The Kolyvan Case. On the night of January 
17 to 18, 1972, a serious event occurred near St. Matthew in the Bering Sea. The 
Soviet Union processing fishing boat The Lamut and fishing trawler The Kolyvan 
were captured by United States Coast Guard’s icebreaker The Storis. The Lamut 
was the flagship of a herring fleet of 80 ships. When captured, the two ships were 
9.4 nautical miles outside of the Cape Upright, and about 250 nautical miles away 
from Alaska mainland. The crew of The Storis boarded the two Soviet ships, and 
led the Soviet ships back to Alaska.
Afterwards, the captain of The Lamut claimed that the arrest was illegal as they 
were not fishing at that time, and that it was due to the bad weather that they had 
mistakenly sailed into the 12-nautical-miles fishery contiguous zone of the United 
3       See International Legal Materials, 1981, p. 738; See The Right of Hot Pursuit, pp. 137~144, 
Cf. also Gr. Tiamagenis, International Control of Marine Pollution, Vol. I, 1980, p. 60. 
4        See FAO Fisheries Report, No. 406, Fisheries Management, p. 1376. 
5     See The Law of the Sea, Annual Reviews of Ocean Affairs, Law and Policy, Law of the 
Sea Review, United Nations, 1993, pp. 21~22. 
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States. As a result, he drove the ship towards the open waters, with the visiting 
personnel of the United States thereon. After The Storis of the United States began 
the hot pursuit, a report was sent to the Coast Guard Headquarters in Washington 
D.C. The Headquarters allowed the captain to fire warning shots to the Soviet 
ship pursued when it was sailing through the United States’ fishery zone towards 
the high seas. At the same time, the US Department of State informed the Soviet 
Embassy in Washington D. C. of the progress of the arrest of the Soviet trawler.6 
In the process of the pursuit, the captain of Coast Guard icebreaker The 
Storis warned the escaping Soviet ship The Lamut through the radio, ordering it 
to “stop immediately, or else firing will be proceeded to”. However, in the whole 
process of pursuit which lasted for two hours, firing was not proceeded to. The 
US crew on board The Lamut was not in danger in the whole process of pursuit. 
At last, the Soviet commander Vladimir Artemov surrendered for a second time. 
But both The Lamut and The Kolyvan refused to accept the order to sail to Adac 
in Aleutian Islands. When the United States Coast Guard icebreaker The Storis 
could not capture the Soviet ships, another bigger United States Coast Guard 
icebreaker The Balsam sailed from Adac to the scene and led the two Soviet 
ships to the US territory. The US Court in Adac ruled that a fine, which amounted 
to USD 250,000 in total, be imposed on the two Soviet ships’ captains and first 
mates. The Soviet Embassy in Washington D. C. took bad weather conditions or 
difficulties caused by force majeure as an excuse, arguing that the Soviet ships 
had been forced to enter the 12-nautical-mile US fishery zone.7 In this case, US’s 
abidance by the international law clauses related to the exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit is laudable. In forcing the Soviet ship to stop sailing, the United States 
Coast Guard’s ship did not abuse force allowed by the international law. In this 
case, after it was captured, the Soviet ship fled to the high seas with a team of 
American visiting personnel on board. In accordance with the international law, the 
6     It is appropriate, even though not mandatory, to notify the flag State through diplomatic 
channels following the arrest of the ship. Article 73, Paragraph 4 of the UNCLOS 1982, 
stipulates: “In cases of arrest or detention of foreign vessels, the coastal State shall promptly 
notify the flag State, through appropriate channels, of the action taken and of any penalties 
subsequently imposed.” 
7     If the Soviet ship was within the United States’ territorial waters when being intercepted, 
the defense by force majeure or distress may equal to the right of innocent passage. The 
United States shall not interrupt these ships’ innocent passage in so far as such a defense of 
legitimacy is valid. See Article 14, Paragraph 3 of Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea 
and the Contiguous Zone and Article 18, Paragraph 2 of the UNCLOS 1982.
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US pursuing ship The Storis had the right to reasonably use force in order to force 
the ship pursued to stop. If the use of force is reasonable, it should not be deemed 
that the US government should bear international liability. Not to mention the US 
government had notified immediately the Soviet Embassy in Washington D. C., and 
subsequently authorized upon The Storis the moderate use of force in order to stop 
the ship pursued.8  
In the 48 illegal fishing cases reported by the United States Coast Guard 
involving foreign fishing ships in the territorial waters or adjacent fishery zone 
of the US, foreign ships were captured in only 25 cases. In other cases, after 
patrol aircraft had detected violations of U.S. fisheries law, they either could not 
effectively capture illegal ships at that time, or managed to capture the ships. After 
1970, the punishment on the law-breaking foreign ships became very severe. The 
Japanese fishing boat Ebisu 88 arrested on March 20, 1974 was punished most 
severely with a fine of USD 300,000. The aforesaid Soviet ships The Lamut and 
The Kolyvan, and The Armaturschchik which was arrested on February 5, 1974, 
were also subject to a severe fine amounting to USD 250,000 in that they had 
refused to obey the order given by the United States Coast Guard. 
These changes9 indicate that the coastal State needs to strengthen and moder-
nize the enforcement measures in the new sovereign and exclusive jurisdiction 
areas.10 As a major enforcement measure of the coastal State, the right of hot 
pursuit has gained new developments.
Some cases are relevant to the hot pursuit of ships which deal with illegal 
smuggling of taxable goods or narcotics and illegal immigrants.11 What’s equally 
surprising is that during the hearing of cases concerning the right of hot pursuit by 
8      However, in the case of The Shikoku, the United States Coast Guard’s ship, The Klondike, 
sent The Shikoku to the bottom and caused the death of two persons. Such use of force was 
unjust and unreasonable, and the United States Government should assume international 
liability.
9        The Right of Hot Pursuit Especially Under the Geneva Convention on the High Seas, AHDI, 
1961, pp. 196~224; The Freedom of Navigation: Some Recent Developments, Shipping, 
International Monthly Review, December 1987, p. 27. 
10    About this point, see N. M. Poulantzas, Recent Developments in Canada Relating to 
Enforcement Measures in an Expanded Fisheries Zone, RHDI, 1977, pp. 109~119. 
11     See The Right of Hot Pursuit, pp. 137~144, Cf. also Gr. Timagenis, International Control of 
Marine Pollution, Vo1. I, 1980, p. 60. 
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the High Court of Justice of Nova Scotia, Canada,12 the judges made absolutely 
no mention of the UNCLOS 1982. Article 111 of the UNCLOS, which provides 
for the right of hot pursuit, basically retains prescriptions of the previous Geneva 
Convention on the High Seas, 1958. It represents a rule in international law with 
effect on all States, even on those States which have not signed or ratified the 
UNCLOS 1982 in the sense of customary law.13 Of course it is easy to understand 
and sympathize with Canadian authorities and the Canadian judicial organs which 
are concerned about drug trafficking cases within their jurisdiction. Drug trafficking 
has become a major crime and a long-term threat to the civilized countries.14 But 
international law should be strictly abided by. Although the UNCLOS 1982 has 
taken a step forward compared with the Geneva Convention, 1958, it still does not 
stipulate that drug trafficking is an international crime (just like piracy and the slave 
12   See R. V. Sunila and Soleyman, Nova Scotia Supreme Court Appeal Division, No. I, 2 
January 1986, pp. 300~308; No. 5; Supreme Court, Trial Division, 28 January 1986, pp. 
308~314; No. 3, 6 February 1986, pp, 315~319; No. 4, 11 February 1986, pp. 319~322; No. 
5, 24 March 1986, pp. 322~326, Nova Scotia Reports (second series), Vol. 73, cited (1986), 
73 N. S. R. (2d) 30; See also the original decision by Judge Glube of 8 August 1985, in C. J. 
T. D. 
13       See M. L. Mash ed., Digest of United States Practice in International Law, Washington, 
D. C.: Department of State. The United States has recently urged Caribbean States to 
strengthen the cooperation in the suppression of drug trafficking. The US government 
asserts that of the drugs smuggled to the United States, 40% have come from Caribbean 
States. According to the BBC News Bulletin dated 17 November 1996, at the conference 
of Caribbean Community (CARICOM) recently held in Barbados, the United States 
demanded that these States allow the United States Coast Guard’s ships and other US 
ships on government service to continue the hot pursuit of foreign ships engaged in drug 
trafficking in their territorial seas. As reported by BBC, Jamaica and Barbados refused 
to grant such right to the US government. Based on the previous experience of other 
Caribbean States which had granted such right, the US authorities would abuse such right. 
Owing to repeated protest made by the flag State party, the US government was considering 
its stance of unilateral visit and arrest, on the high seas, of foreign ships transporting drugs 
to the United States. See, e.g. the case of United States v. Gonzalez, 7 76F 2d 931, U. 
S. Court of Appeals, 11th Cir., 1 November 1985. The US government seeks unilateral 
extraterritorial jurisdiction over foreign ships on the high seas relying on the Marihuana 
on the High Seas Act (MHSA) developed by the United States Congress in 1981. The 
Maritime Drug Law Enforcement Act (MDLA) of 1986, an amendment to the MHSA, 
requires that foreign States agree to the United States’ visit of foreign ships on the high 
seas. For the extraterritorial criminal jurisdiction of Canada and the United States, see N. 
M. Poulantzas, Extraterritorial Criminal Jurisdiction: The Canadian Experience, Revue de 
droit international, No. 4, Geneva, 1982, pp. 262~272. 
14     Recently, officials of German judicial department, officials of the British government and 
the French government have criticized Mrs. Citer for her active involvement in and support 
of the illicit traffic in Turkish narcotic drugs targeting these States and other European 
States. See inter alia, Kathimerini, Athens, 28 January 1977; The Ottawa Citizen, 6 July 
1977; etc. 
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trade), or admit the right to visit and search a foreign ship on the high seas.15 It simply 
calls upon all States to cooperate in the suppression of illicit traffic in narcotic drugs 
in Article 108, Paragraph 1. In Paragraph 2 of that article, the Convention stipulates 
that any State which has reasonable grounds for believing that a ship flying its flag 
is engaged in illicit traffic in narcotic drugs or psychotropic substances may request 
the cooperation of other States to suppress such traffic. 
III. International Crime and Maritime Right 
       of Hot Pursuit 
The latest development of the maritime right of hot pursuit is undertaking hot 
pursuit against the new international criminals. 
1. Smuggling, with ships, illegal immigrants from the Middle East, Asia, 
Africa, etc. to the European Union countries, North America and Australia is now 
regarded an international crime.
Smuggling is a crime, and even an organized international gang crime. The 
criminals earn several billions of US dollars from illicit trading each year. In 
Greece alone (sheltering about 1.5 million immigrants), 6,864 foreigners were 
arrested by Coast Guard in 2001. This number was only the tip of the iceberg 
considering the large number of illegal immigrants having entered Greece. 137 
smugglers were arrested, of whom the vast majority were Turkish. For Greece, 
the illegal entry of Muslim immigrants has become a security threat. Turkey 
has refused to take back these illegal immigrants, although the two countries 
have signed a special memorandum. Greece, Italy and France have also signed 
similar agreements. Thousands of illegal immigrants, who had entered Italy and 
France secretly via Greece, have returned to Greece. In April 1996, a serious 
diplomatic incident happened between Turkey and Greece. A Greek patrol boat 
(when undertaking hot pursuit) fired at a Turkish ship believed to be carrying Iran 
refugees to Greece. Turkey protested, while Athens accused Ankara of “paying no 
heed to the smugglers and protecting the slave trade”.16 On March 29, 1997, the US 
criticized the Italian government of naval blockade against Albania. Italy replied 
15    About the coastal State’s criminal jurisdiction exercised on board a foreign ship passing 
through its territorial sea during “innocent passage” (in the case of illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs), see Article 19(d) of the Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and the 
Contiguous Zone (1958) and Article 27(d) of the UNCLOS (1982). 
16     See International Herald Tribune, 28 June 1996. 
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that the naval blockade was based on an agreement between Albania and Italy, and 
the purpose was “to prevent illegal immigrants from Albania to the coast of Italy”.17 
Now, almost every day sees the occurrence of new cases concerning hot pursuit of 
the slave ship at sea, especially between the west coast of Turkey and Greek islands 
in Aegean Sea.18
2. Drug trafficking is destined to become a kind of international crime, 
although the UNCLOS 1982 does not stipulate it as an international crime just 
like piracy and the slave trade (piracy and the slave trade are two crimes which 
give rise to the right to visit and search foreign ships on the high seas).19 However, 
Article108, Paragraph 1 does call upon all States to cooperate in the suppression of 
such crime. On June 12, 2002, the United States, Spain, Greece and France jointly 
undertook a long-term cooperation and by means of ships, aircraft and surveillance 
satellite, finally visited and arrested the 100-meter ship entitled “The Winner”. The 
ship flied the flag of Kampuchea, but was controlled by a Greek company called 
“Polis” whose base was in Piraeus, Greek.
3. In the wake of the September 11 event, the United States has taken drastic 
measures to fight against international terrorism. However, the anti-international 
terrorism acts of the US government have greatly gone beyond the provisions of 
international law, especially in the aspects of national sovereignty and human rights 
in treatment of prisoners. Recently, the United States has required several European 
countries, such as France, Italy, Spain, Portugal and Norway, to authorize USA 
Navy to intercept and visit any ship engaging in suspected terrorist activities in its 
territorial sea, and where possible, undertake hot pursuit of such ship. So far, only 
Turkey accepts such requirement of the United States. The Greek government has 
reasonably rejected such crazy demands of the US government.20
Another crazy requirement of the US government is the so-called “container 
terrorism”. The United States requires all countries possessing container terminals 
to accept American supervisor, for the purpose of inspecting the goods loaded 
in the containers before the container ship leave the port for the United States.21 
The reason is that considering that a huge number of container ships are entering 
17     BBC News Bulletin, 29 March 1997. 
18      See International Herald Tribune, 28 June 1996. 
19    See R. V. Sunila and Soleyman, Nova Scotia Supreme Court Appeal Division, No. I, 2 
January 1986, p. 26. 
20     See Eleftherotypia, 1 June 2002. 
21    Cf. also N. M. Poulantzas, International Terrorism 1970-1980, Dept. of External Affairs of 
Canada, Ottawa, 1980, p. 230
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ports of the United States, the US authorities are afraid that international terrorists 
will transport weapons of mass destruction to the United States by container 
ships, making disasters similar to the collapse of the New York Twin Towers, or 
even greater disasters. Such concerns seem rather unreasonable in that the US 
government’s requirement has ignored the international law rules related to harbor 
and national sovereignty.
 
IV. The Development and Change of the Applicable Scope
      and Object of the Right of Hot Pursuit 
1. The right of hot pursuit shall apply mutatis mutandis to violations in the 
archipelagic waters, in the contiguous zone, in the exclusive economic zone or on 
the continental shelf, including safety zones around continental shelf installations, 
of the laws and regulations of the coastal State applicable in accordance with this 
Convention to the exclusive economic zone or the continental shelf, including such 
safety zones.
2. The right of hot pursuit can start from the expanded waters mentioned 
above.
3. The right of hot pursuit shall apply mutatis mutandis to the aircraft, 
submarines and amphibious aircraft.
4. During the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, the scope of application 
thereof should be expanded based on the provisions of the convention on the law 
of the sea. In order to seize the pirate ship, the hot pursuit can be undertaken in 
the exclusive economic zone and even the territorial sea of another State. But at 
the same time, the pursuing ship should send a notice to the coastal State, ask it 
for assistance and turn the arrested ship to the coastal State for handling through 
consultation.
5. In maritime international crimes, international criminal cases, 
unconventional security cases and anti-terrorism actions, the scope of the exercise 
of the right of hot pursuit can be expanded. But at the same time, the pursuing ship 
should send a notice to the coastal State, ask it for assistance and turn the arrested 
ship to the coastal State for handling through consultation. 
On the one hand, both of the two Conventions on the Law of the Sea of 1958 
and 1982 have recognized the coastal State’s right of hot pursuit against law-
breaking foreign ships in its internal waters, territorial sea, and contiguous zone. 
When the law-enforcing ship began the hot pursuit, if the ship pursued is within the 
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limit of jurisdiction of the coastal State, the hot pursuit is legal. However, because 
the waters under the jurisdiction of the coastal State have different legal status, 
the beginning of the exercise of the right of hot pursuit is different. The internal 
waters and territorial waters are within the sovereignty scope of the coastal State. 
In these waters, as long as the foreign ship violates any laws and regulations of 
the coastal State, the hot pursuit can be undertaken starting therefrom. If a foreign 
ship violates the innocent passage rules, the hot pursuit can be undertaken starting 
from where the violations take place. The contiguous zone is not within a State’s 
full sovereignty scope. Therefore, in the contiguous zone, the hot pursuit can only 
be undertaken against ships in violation of customs, immigration, health care and 
other safety regulations. In the exclusive economic zone and on the continental 
shelf, only where a foreign ship has violated the coastal State’s relevant laws and 
regulations which comply with the UNCLOS, e.g. the exclusive economic zone 
law, continental shelf law, fishery law, environmental protection law, regulations 
on artificial islands and facilities and scientific research, etc., can the hot pursuit 
be undertaken. International law experts believe that the coastal State’s right to 
undertake hot pursuit in its exclusive economic zone and on its continental shelf 
against foreign ships having violated its laws and regulations is the inevitable result 
of the coastal State’s national jurisdiction over its coastal resources. Some coastal 
States have affirmed the application of the right of hot pursuit against violations of 
its laws and regulations on the continental shelf, and some others have exercised 
rights granted under fishery laws in its exclusive economic zone. The pursuit of 
ships having violated laws and regulations on the continental shelf, including safety 
zones around continental shelf installations, even if the pursuit is on the continental 
shelf outside the exclusive economic zone which may be wider than 200 nautical 
miles, is also approved in the UNCLOS 1982. The right of hot pursuit in this regard 
has played an important role in such aspects as protection of offshore oil facilities 
and prevention of terrorist attacks.
It can be said that at present, the most important modern development of 
the right of hot pursuit theory is the increase and rapid expansion of the ocean 
area under the claimed jurisdiction of the coastal State. A large number of coastal 
States have announced the contiguous zone, the exclusive economic zone and 
the continental shelf, in addition to its territorial sea. According to Article 111 of 
the UNCLOS 1982, the coastal State can undertake the hot pursuit in any of the 
jurisdiction areas mentioned above.
On the other hand, this issue is highlighted to emphasize that besides the areas 
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mentioned above, the right of hot pursuit can also be exercised on the high seas. 
In other words, except for the territorial sea of the flag State or of a third State, 
provided that no damage is caused to the coastal States’ rights, the hot pursuit can 
be exercised. Moreover, in so far as the flag State or the third State so agree, the hot 
pursuit can even be undertaken within these States’ territorial seas.
V. The Use of Force
Article 23 of the United Nations Convention on the High Seas, 1958 and 
Article 111 of the UNCLOS 1982, which are regulations on the right of hot pursuit, 
do not mention the use of force in the process of hot pursuit. However, it is quite 
obvious that international law endows the right to use force during the arrest of 
illegal ships, because the right to arrest suspected ships are endowed by the two 
international conventions. Moreover, the arrest cannot be effectively implemented 
without appropriate use of force. If force is not resorted to, the right of hot pursuit 
will possibly become an invalid legal act. Countries such as the United States have 
already approved and adopted such an extreme measure. They argue that when a 
law-enforcing ship or aircraft is in the pursuit of a ship subject to seizure, if the 
ship does not stop sailing, as a last resort, the use of force should be justified.
However, currently, how to use force and the scope of the use of force in hot 
pursuit are vague and controversial internationally speaking. In hot pursuit cases, 
excessive use of force or use of force with no evidence by the law-enforcing ship 
has led to arbitration. With respect to the use of force in pursuit, the International 
Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (ITLOS) suggests that the use of force should be 
avoided as much as possible. Where it is impossible to avoid the use of force, the 
rationality and necessity should be ensured at the least and every effort should be 
made to ensure that people’s lives are not endangered.
At present, some international law experts hold that if it is necessary to use 
force to stop the escaping ship, a special warning must be given before firing. This 
often requires that law-enforcing ship or aircraft first use non-lethal methods to 
prevent the ship from escaping. And finally, it should be ensured that the escaping 
ship is the target of any shooting. The firing should aim to disenable the ship to 
escape rather than bombarding and sinking the ship or targeting people on board. 
The utmost efforts should be made to avoid causing casualties to the other side. 
Thus, the use of force is not banned, but its use conditions are fairly strict. A related 
issue to be considered here is whether it is a must to inform the flag State of the 
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arrest or sinking of the ship pursued. The present conventions and domestic law do 
not clearly stipulate that the flag State should be informed. Of course, the consular 
agreements or other treaties (if any) between relevant States should govern. Some 
scholars claim that, as an international customary practice and for the purpose of 
peaceful coexistence between different States, it is advisable to inform the flag 
State of the incident through diplomatic channels.
VI. Damage Compensation Arising from Improper
       Exercise of the Right of Hot Pursuit 
The issue of damage compensation caused by improper exercise of the right of 
hot pursuit is, in fact, the issue of related States’ international liability, because the 
right of hot pursuit may be exercised only by warships or military aircraft, or other 
ships or aircraft clearly marked and identifiable as being on government service and 
authorized to that effect. As such, it is a behavior attributable to the State. Where a 
ship has been stopped or arrested outside the territorial sea in circumstances which 
do not justify the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, it shall be compensated for 
any loss or damage that may have been thereby sustained.
A. The Provisions of Relevant Conventions
Not all codification of international law concerning the right of hot pursuit 
pays attention to the loss compensation following the illegal use of the right of hot 
pursuit. In the final resolution of the Hague Conference in 1930, Article 11 on the 
right of hot pursuit does not mention a State’s international liability arising from 
illegal exercise of the right of hot pursuit. As to the International Law Commission, 
although there are terms elaborating on the right of hot pursuit, no reference is 
made to international liability. In spite that the report on the eighth meeting of 
the International Law Commission has touched on this issue, at the 1958 United 
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea, Article 47 regarding the right of hot 
pursuit does not even mention the State’s liability for damage compensation 
following illegal exercise of the right of hot pursuit.
On April 8, 1958, the British government suggested adding the following 
contents in Article 47: “Where a ship has been intercepted or arrested on the high 
seas in circumstances which do not justify the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, 
it shall be compensated for any damage or loss that have been thereby sustained.” 
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On April 9, 1958, Israel also proposed to add Subparagraph 7 after Subparagraph 
6 in Article 47, namely: “Subparagraph 3 in Article 46 applies to the right of hot 
pursuit.” Subparagraph 3 in Article 46 stipulates: “If the suspect is proven not 
justifiable, and the ship is clear of any charges, the ship shall be compensated for 
any damage or loss that have been thereby sustained.” Article 23, Paragraph 7 
of the Geneva Convention on the High Seas, 1958 prescribes: “Where a ship has 
been stopped or arrested on the high seas in circumstances which do not justify 
the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, it shall be compensated for any loss or 
damage that may have been thereby sustained.” Article 111, Paragraph 8 of the 
UNCLOS 1982 provides: “Where a ship has been stopped or arrested outside the 
territorial sea in circumstances which do not justify the exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit, it shall be compensated for any loss or damage that may have been thereby 
sustained.”
B. Related Legal Issues
The subjects demanding damage compensation due to improper exercise of 
the right of hot pursuit generally fall into two categories, i.e. the owner of the ship 
pursued and other victims, and the State of nationality of the ship pursued. 
The first category of subject generally claims, as an individual or private 
entity, the damage compensation from the State which owns the ship exercising the 
right of hot pursuit. This usually requires the application of domestic law procedure 
of that State. For example, in the case of La Provence, Iceland suspected that the 
French trawler La Provence engaged in illegal fishing in its territorial sea. The 
bailiff in Westman Island ruled that a hefty fine be imposed on the captain while 
the ship and the fish on board be confiscated. On October 10, 1929, the Iceland 
Supreme Court revoked the above decision. The ship owner claimed for damage 
compensation with the Court of Reykjavik. On June 4, 1932, the Court rejected the 
said claims on the following grounds: the Iceland Coast Guard had arrested the ship 
in accordance with international law; due to lack of evidence, the captain had been 
acquitted. Therefore, the Court was of the opinion that no damage had occurred in 
this case. 
In the case of The Itata, after the incident, the United States domestic courts 
unanimously declared the defendant (The Itata) innocent. After the verdict was 
made, the ship owner of The Itata claimed for damage compensation with the 
US-Chile Compensation Committee (established following the occurrence of 
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the incident based on an agreement between the United States and Chile). The 
Committee finally made a decision to the disadvantage of the United States on 
the ground that the American ship responsible for the hot pursuit had entered 
the Chilean territorial sea and the arrest occurred after The Itata had entered the 
American territorial sea without any intercept. The Committee ultimately decided 
that the owner could obtain compensation.
If in the exhaustion of the State’s every relief procedure, the ship owner and 
other victims fail to get effective relief (the rule of exhaustion of local remedies), 
their country of citizenship can provide them with diplomatic protection and solve 
the issue of compensation through diplomatic channels. Where a country claims 
for compensation for damages suffered by an individual or private entity from the 
country exercising the right of hot pursuit, the following conditions shall generally 
be met:
1. The victim should continuously have the nationality of the requesting 
country; which is called the principle of continuity of nationality in the 
diplomatic protection.
It is noteworthy that if the ship pursued is a foreign ship and yet the owner 
is a national of the State of nationality of the pursuing ship, then it is not within 
the scope of compensation. The I’m Alone case clearly illustrated this point. The 
arbitration committee of the said case deemed that although “The I’m Alone” 
was a British ship registered in Canada, it was in fact almost entirely owned and 
controlled by American citizens, and was operated and managed thereby in critical 
periods. The navigation of the ship was controlled by them, while the cargos on 
board were also managed and disposed of by them. So in the arbitral decision, 
Canada’s claims, on behalf of the ship owner, for compensation for the ship and 
the cargos were rejected for the reason that the owner of the ship and the cargos 
was an American citizen rather than a Canadian citizen. Nonetheless, the captain 
and the crew were mostly British. Although they worked for a smuggling ship, 
they were not the personnel in direct violation of American law. Therefore, the 
illegal infringement caused thereto should be compensated by the United States. 
Finally, the committee ruled that the United States should recognize the illegalness 
of its behavior and make compensation to the captain and the crew of the ship 
in an amount of USD 25,666.5. In this case, the arbitration committee actually 
distinguished the misconduct imposed on the requesting country and that imposed 
on the ship owner.
2. The Rule of Exhaustion of Local Remedies
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It refers to the rule that the victim who suffers from damage due to improper 
exercise of the right of hot pursuit should first claim compensation from the judicial 
or administrative authorities of the flag State undertaking the hot pursuit. If all the 
relevant procedures and methods are exhausted and the compensation is still not 
made effectively, its own State can provide diplomatic protection and solve the 
dispute through diplomatic or legal channels. The solution can be obtained through 
diplomatic means or, with the consent of the State, through legal channels by 
submitting the dispute to an international tribunal or arbitration tribunal.
In the compensation cases caused by improper exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit, should the exhaustion of local remedies be applied as in other diplomatic 
protection cases? The illegal damage caused by improper exercise of the right of 
hot pursuit may be done to not only individuals or private entities such as the ship 
owner and operator, but also the country of citizenship of the ship pursued, if the 
ship pursued and the private entities have the same nationality. So we often see 
cases similar to The I’m Alone case, in which the country of citizenship of the ship 
pursued may negotiate with the offending country to solve the issue of damage 
compensation on the ground that both the country and its citizens have been 
infringed upon. In The I’m Alone case, the arbitration committee also recommended 
that the United States apologize to the British and Canadian governments and pay 
compensation amounting to USD 25,000 as a substantial compensation for the 
sinking of the ship flying its flag on the high seas. It should be noted that The I’m 
Alone case did not involve the issue of compensation to the French crew, because 
Britain was not entitled to give diplomatic protection to French people by claiming, 
on their behalf, for compensation from the United States. It is thus clear that in the 
cases of damage compensation concerning the right of hot pursuit, if both countries 
are willing to solve problems at the country level on behalf of individuals or private 
entities, the exhaustion of local remedies may not be a necessary condition. 
3. The Principle of Clean Hands
Some scholars are of the view that a country my claim, on behalf of its 
national, for compensation from another country only when the behavior of the 
individual is justifiable. When a country’s liability concerning the right of hot 
pursuit is investigated, it is very important that the victim should have clean 
hands. According to this view, only when all the behaviors of the ship pursued are 
legitimate can the hot pursuit be called illegal. It is on this precondition that the 
victim is entitled to request diplomatic protection from its country of citizenship. 
Generally, whether or not the hot pursuit is illegal should be subject to the domestic 
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law of the State of nationality of the pursuing ship or the international law.
In fact, the principle of clean hands on the part of the victim had been proposed 
by the US government before the famous The I’m Alone case was handled by the 
commissioners. In this case, the US government believed that the illegal behavior 
of The I’m Alone made it unreasonable for the Canadian government to claim for 
compensation, while the Canadian government contended that the procedure in 
front of the arbitration committee should not be established on the ship’s ethical 
standards. The committee pointed out in the final report dated January 5, 1935 that 
although the behavior of The I’m Alone was illegal, the Canadian government was 
entitled to claim for damage compensation from the US government on the ground 
that the ship flying its flag had been illegally sent to the bottom.
However, whether the principle exists is questionable, because the improper 
exercise of the right of hot pursuit refers to violation of the domestic law and 
international laws in particular in respect of the right of hot pursuit, and cannot 
be affirmed taking the legality of the behavior of the ship pursued as a judgment 
standard. Once the improper exercise is confirmed, where the victimized 
individuals or private entities cannot obtain compensation following the exhaustion 
of local remedies, their country of citizenship can provide diplomatic protection to 
them.
Where the second category of subject is involved, the improper exercise of the 
right of hot pursuit has caused damage to the country. It can be further divided into 
two categories. For one thing, the improper exercise of the right of hot pursuit is 
aimed at the national ship, which is very rare because, generally, the national ship 
enjoys the right of immunity. For another, the improper exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit is aimed at other ships, usually ships belonging to individuals or private 
entities. This kind of improper exercise usually will not cause direct damage to the 
property of the country, so there will not be the issue of damage compensation. 
But the verdict of The I’m Alone case is believed to be the first precedent where 
the offended country obtains substantial compensation for the spiritual and non-
material damage. The arbitration committee recommended that the United States 
apologize to the British and Canadian governments and pay compensation 
amounting to USD 25,000 as a substantial compensation for the sinking of the ship 
flying its flag on the high seas. 
It should be said that on the issue of damage compensation caused by 
improper exercise of the right of the hot pursuit, the first thing is to make sure 
whether or not the improper exercise of the right of the hot pursuit actually exists. 
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If there is sufficient evidence to prove its existence, the victim is entitled to demand 
compensation from the offending side. Where a ship has been stopped or arrested 
outside the territorial sea in circumstances which do not justify the exercise of the 
right of hot pursuit, it shall be compensated for any loss or damage that may have 
been thereby sustained.
If the damage compensation caused by improper exercise of the right of hot 
pursuit is submitted to the international tribunal or arbitration committee to make 
claims, two circumstances should be distinguished: the first is that the improper 
exercise of the right of hot pursuit causes harm to the national property; the second 
is that the improper exercise of the right of hot pursuit causes harm to individuals 
or private entities. In the first circumstance, if there is evidence proving that the 
improper exercise of the right of hot pursuit has caused harm to the national 
property, the victimized country can immediately claim for compensation with 
the international tribunal or international arbitration body, or obtain compensation 
through diplomatic channels. In the second circumstance, in order to claim for 
compensation with the international tribunal or arbitration body, the victimized 
individuals or private entities should first gain the support of their country of 
citizenship because individuals or private entities are not the subject under the 
international law. What’s more, the following conditions should be met: (1) they 
should have continuous nationality; (2) they are supported or given diplomatic 
protection by the country of citizenship; (3) they have followed the rule of the 
exhaustion of local remedies; (4) the victims have clean hands.
In order to seize the pirate ship, the hot pursuit can be undertaken in the 
exclusive economic zone and even the territorial sea of another State. But at the 
same time, the pursuing ship should send a notice to the coastal State, ask it for 
assistance and turn the arrested ship to the coastal State for handling through 
consultation.
VII. Conclusion
The right of hot pursuit in the international law of the sea has become a rule of 
international law, with effect on all States Parties to the UNCLOS 1982 as well as 
non-States Parties in the form of international customary law. These changes have 
gradually appeared and developed along with the convening of the Third United 
Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea and the entry into force of the UNCLOS. 
The recent developments of the right of hot pursuit in the international law of the 
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sea are mainly:
1. The UNCLOS 1982 has developed and expanded the right of hot pursuit. 
Hot pursuit can now start from the superjacent waters of the coastal State’s contigu-
ous zone, archipelagic waters, exclusive economic zone and continental shelf.
2. The right of hot pursuit is a main means and form of law enforcement at sea 
for the coastal State.
3. The illegal fishing events that happen in the territorial sea, the contiguous 
zone, the exclusive economic zone, and especially the exclusive fishery zone have 
caused increasingly frequent exercise of the right of hot pursuit. The occurrence of 
other maritime cases has also resulted in the exercise of the right of hot pursuit.
4. In international crimes and international criminal cases, the right of hot 
pursuit is also exercised, such as global smuggling, drug trafficking, stow-away, 
piracy and maritime terrorism in the Middle East, Asia, Africa, European countries, 
North America and Oceania.
5. The right of hot pursuit ceases as soon as the ship pursued enters the 
territorial sea or archipelagic waters of its own State or of a third State.
The so-called right of hot pursuit refers to the way or means that the coastal 
State uses to ensure the enforcement of its rights and jurisdiction. The coastal 
State’s exercise of its sovereign rights and jurisdiction can be summarized as 
follows: (1) the coastal State has the right to formulate laws and regulations 
respecting its exclusive economic zone and exercise its sovereign rights and 
jurisdiction over the exclusive economic zone, with no interference from any 
other State; (2) In the exercise of the jurisdiction, the enforcers should be officials, 
warships and military aircraft authorized by State authorities, and other personnel 
or ships explicitly authorized by the government to that effect; (3) The specific 
contents of enforcement of the jurisdiction include supervision, visit, search, arrest, 
detention and confiscation, judicial procedure, etc.; (4) The sovereign rights over all 
natural resources, the exclusive jurisdiction over international frame, the artificial 
islands, installations and structures, and the jurisdiction or restrictions over marine 
scientific research, pollution prevention and navigation, overflight, and the laying 
of submarine cables and pipelines should be exercised respectively. 
The right of hot pursuit shall apply mutatis mutandis to violations in the 
archipelagic waters, in the contiguous zone, in the exclusive economic zone or on 
the continental shelf, including safety zones around continental shelf installations, 
of the laws and regulations of the coastal State applicable in accordance with this 
Convention to the exclusive economic zone or the continental shelf, including such 
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safety zones. During the exercise of the right of hot pursuit, the scope of application 
thereof should be expanded based on the provisions of the convention on the law 
of the sea. In order to seize the pirate ship, the hot pursuit can be undertaken in 
the exclusive economic zone and even the territorial sea of another State. But at 
the same time, the pursuing ship should send a notice to the coastal State, ask it 
for assistance and turn the arrested ship to the coastal State for handling through 
consultation. In maritime international crimes, international criminal cases, 
unconventional security cases and anti-terrorism actions, the scope of the exercise 
of the right of hot pursuit can be expanded. But at the same time, the pursuing ship 
should send a notice to the coastal State, ask it for assistance and turn the arrested 
ship to the coastal State for handling through consultation.
China is a State Party to the UNCLOS as well as a major marine country. 
The maritime right of hot pursuit is expressly regulated in the Law of the People’s 
Republic of China on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone: The right of hot 
pursuit of a foreign ship may be undertaken when the competent authorities of the 
People’s Republic of China have good reason to believe that the ship has violated 
the laws and regulations of the People’s Republic of China. The right of hot pursuit 
should be exercised by military ships and military aircraft of the People’s Republic 
of China, or ships and aircraft on government service authorized by the government 
of the People’s Republic of China to that effect. Such pursuit must be commenced 
when the foreign ship or one of its boats or other craft working as a team and 
using the ship pursued as a mother ship is within the internal waters, the territorial 
sea or the contiguous zone of the People’s Republic of China. If the foreign ship 
is in the contiguous zone of the People’s Republic of China, the pursuit can only 
be undertaken when the rights stipulated by laws and regulations concerning the 
security, customs, finance, health or entry and exit management have been infringed 
upon. As long as the pursuit is not interrupted, it may be continued outside the 
territorial sea or the contiguous zone of the People’s Republic of China. The pursuit 
ceases as soon as the ship pursued enters the territorial sea of its own State or of a 
third State. However, in this aspect, China’s legislation is not yet perfect, and the 
law enforcement still lacks strength. We should strengthen the research on the right 
of hot pursuit, perfect the legislation and strengthen the law enforcement, so as to 
protect China’s sovereignty and maritime rights and interests and safeguard world 
order and peace.
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